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Dear Sir: 

This paper is responsive to the Office Action mailed March 24, 2004. 

REMARKS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Claims 1-11 are presently pending in this application. Applicants respectfully 

request further examination and reconsideration of the application. 
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II. ELECTION OF INVENTION 

Applicant hereby elects, with traverse, the invention identified as Invention I 

(claims 1-10) in the Office Action. 

HI. TRAVERSAL 

The requirement for an election of an invention on the merits is respectfully 

traversed. The inventions identified by the Examiner are not related as process and 

apparatus for its practice as asserted in the Office Action. Rather, the inventions are 

related as process of making and product made. MPEP 806.05(f). In particular, claim 1 1 

recites a "method for assembling a rotor for an electric motor" while claims 1-10 recite 

an electric motor. As set forth in MPEP 806.05(f): 

A process of making and a product made by the process can be shown to 
be distinct inventions if either or both of the following can be shown: (1) 
that the process as claimed in not an obvious process of making the 
product and the process as claimed can be used to make other and 
different products, or (2) that the product as claimed can be made by 
another and materially different process. 

The Examiner's only statement in this regard is that "the process as claimed can be used 
to make a stator". Office Action p. 2, line 11. This statement does not satisfy the above 
test set forth in MPEP 806.05(f). In particular, the Examiner has failed to show that the 
"process as claimed is not an obvious process of making the product" (condition (1)) or 
that "the product as claimed can be made by another and materially different process" 
(condition (2)). 
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Applicants respectfully request that the restriction requirement be withdrawn. 
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